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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking Into Implementation of Federal
Communications Commission Report and Order 04-87, AS IT Rulemaking 04-12-001
Affects the Universal Lifeline Telephone Service Program

REQUEST OF THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE FOR AN AWARD OF COMPENSATION
FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO D. 07-05-030

I. GREENLINING’S PARTICIPATION IN THIS PROCEEDING WAS BENEFICIAL TO
THE COMMISSION AND SUBSTANTIALLY CONTRIBUTED TO D. 07-05-030

Pursuant to California Public Utilities Code (“CPUC Code”) § 1804(c) and Commission Rules 17.1
through 17.4, the Greenlining Institute (“Greenlining”) respectfully requests a full award of compensation
in the amount of $21,435.08 for substantial contribution to Decision 07-05-030.

Greenlining urges this Commission to closely scrutinize any reduction in Greenlining’s award to
determine if the award of compensation has been arbitrarily reduced, despite Greenlining’s contribution
and expertise in this proceeding. Greenlining submits that arbitrary reductions have routinely occurred in
other similar proceedings and yet has rarely occurred with other intervenors, such as TURN, even in cases
where other intervenors have totally failed to achieve the results it sought or where they have sought ten
times the amount sought herein. See, for example, TURN’s unsuccessful efforts in Verizon/MCI merger.'

From the beginning of this proceeding, Greenlining played a lead role. Greenlining took the lead

in attempting to bring LifeLine into the twenty-first century by making proposals to change the entire

! See A. 05-04-020/D. 05-11-029 where TURN, though unsuccessful, was awarded $297,543.49 by the Commission
in intervenor compensation. In this case, Greenlining had its rates substantially reduced and received only $92,000
despite fully prevailing and the Commission citing Greenlining’s crucial role. In contrast, TURN completely failed
and admitted as much. However, its request for an amount four times what Greenlining was awarded was reduced
by only 11%.
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system from one based on obsolete technology (landlines) to one based on modern technology (cell
phones). Greenlining was also one of the only parties to address the issues of the digital divide with
respect to low-income and minority communities and to advocate for providing such communities with
low-cost cell phone service. Greenlining addressed other issues relevant to low-income and minority
communities that were being ignored, such as the need to expand eligibility of LifeLine services to those
being left out by factoring in issues such as geographical differences. Additionally, Greenlining
conducted vital studies of current LifeLine customers, demonstrating the problems with the current
LifeLine program.

In addition to raising such unique issues, Greenlining played a central role at every point within
the proceeding. For example, Greenlining filed comments, conducted telecommunications studies,
worked with other community-based organizations, provided testimony, engaged in extensive research,
and participated in proceeding workshops and all party meetings. Given its distinctive and efficient role in
this proceeding and that no other party played such a role, Greenlining believes that full compensation is
appropriate. Moreover, Greenlining submits that based on Commission precedent, full compensation is
proper since intervenors (like Greenlining) can make significant contributions to proceedings, even if the
Commission chooses not to act on or adopt all of those intervenor’s specific recommendations.

For all of the reasons stated above, Greenlining respectfully requests an award of compensation in

the amount of $21,435.08.

II. GREENLINING TIMELY FILED THIS REQUEST FOR AWARD OF COMPENSATION

This request for intervenor compensation is being filed within 60 days of May 7, 2007, the date
the Commission mailed D. 07-05-030 and is, therefore, timely under CPUC Code § 1804(c). In this
proceeding, Greenlining also filed its Notice of Intent to Claim Compensation (“NOI”) in a timely

manner.2

? Greenlining filed its NOI on February 14, 2005. On September 12, 2006 Administrative Law Judge Jones ruled
that the Greenlining Institute is “[e]ligible to claim compensation.” See R-04-12-001, filed March 8, 2005.
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III. GREENLINING HOLDS CUSTOMER STATUS

The Commission has determined that Greenlining is a Category 3 customer as defined in CPUC
Code § 1802(b).” Greenlining is a formally organized group authorized, pursuant to its articles of
incorporation or bylaws, to represent the interests of residential customers and small commercial electric
customers. Greenlining’s members and constituents are purchasers of telecommunications and energy
services from utilities in California, qualifying Greenlining to file as “customers” pursuant to CPUC Code
§ 1802(Db).

In compliance with D. 98-04-059, Conclusion of Law 5 and Finding of Fact 12, Greenlining
estimates that it represents a constituency that is divided 75% and 25% between residential customers and
small business customers, respectively. These percentages represent Greenlining’s best estimates only.
Article II, Section 17 of Greenlining’s by-laws authorizes it to represent the “interests of low income
communities, minorities, and residential ratepayers” before regulatory agencies and courts.

Greenlining and its individual coalition members represent the interests of those who have
traditionally been marginalized or excluded from the public utility process: minority, low-income, inner
city, and other vulnerable and underserved communities.* Furthermore, Greenlining represents customer

interests that would otherwise be unrepresented or underrepresented before this Commission.

? See Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Finding Several Parties Eligible to Claim Intervenor Compensation in R.
05-04-005 (October 11, 2006).

* The Greenlining Coalition includes but is not limited to the following groups: Allen Temple Baptist Church;
American GI Forum; Antioch Baptist Church; Asian Business Association; Black Business Association; California
Hispanic Chambers of Commerce; California Journal for Filipino Americans; California Rural Legal Assistance;
CHARO Community Development Corporation; Chicana/Latina Foundation; Chicano Federation, San Diego;
Council of Asian American Business Association; Economic Business Development; El Concilio of San Mateo
County; Filipino-American Political Association; First AME Church, Los Angeles; Hermandad Mexicana Nacional;
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce; Hmong American Political Association; KHEIR; Latin Business Association;
Latino Issues Forum; Mabuhay Alliance of San Diego; Mexican-American Grocers Association; Mexican-American
Political Association; Mission Language & Vocational School; National Federation of Filipino American
Associations; Nehemiah Ministries; Oakland Citizens Committee for Urban Renewal (OCCUR); Orange County
Minority Business Council; Phoenix Urban League; San Francisco Black Chamber of Commerce; Search to Involve
Filipino-Americans; Southeast Asian Community Center; TELACU; West Angeles Church of God in Christ; and
West Coast Black Publishers Association.
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Greenlining is unique in that it brings to the table the perspectives, experiences, and interests of minority,

low-income, inner city, and other vulnerable and underserved communities.

IV. GREENLINING DEMONSTRATES SIGNIFICANT FINANCIAL HARDSHIP

On September 12, 2006 Administrative Law Judge Jones ruled that the Greenlining Institute is
“[e]ligible to claim compensation.” This ruling included the required showing for financial hardship by

an intervenor.

V. GREENLINING’S SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTIONS

As discussed above, Greenlining made a “substantial contribution” to D.07-05-030 as defined by
CPUC Code § 1802(i):
“Substantial contribution" means that, in the judgment of the commission, the customer's presentation has
substantially assisted the commission in the making of its order or decision because the order or decision has
adopted in whole or in part one or more factual contentions, legal contentions, or specific policy or procedural
recommendations presented by the customer. Where the customer's participation has resulted in a substantial
contribution, even if the decision adopts that customer's contention or recommendations only in part, the
commission may award the customer compensation for all reasonable advocate's fees, reasonable expert fees,
and other reasonable costs incurred by the customer in preparing or presenting that contention or
recommendation.”
Greenlining was actively engaged throughout this proceeding by: 1) filing opening and reply comments;
2) engaging extensive research; 3) participating in proceeding workshops; 4) providing testimony to the
Commission; and 6) conducting market studies.

Under the standard set by § 1802(i) Greenlining made substantial contributions to this proceeding
in that Greenlining was one of the only parties to push for a modernization of the LifeLine program, as
well as addressing the needs of those the LifeLine program was intended to help — namely, low-income
and minority communities.

Additionally, Greenlining also made substantial contributions to other issues in the proceeding.

Greenlining raised issues specifically related to the needs of low-income and minority rate payers.
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Without Greenlining’s intervention in the proceeding, these issues would not have been addressed during
other parties comments. For example, no other party raised as clearly as Greenlining issues relating to
geographical differences in cost of living and how that affects a rate-payers ability to qualify for LifeLine,
nor the issues of back-billing and self-certification. Therefore, none of Greenlining’s work in these areas
was duplicated by other parties.

A. GREENLINING’S PARTICIPATION WAS PRODUCTIVE AND BENEFITED

RATEPAYERS
Greenlining contributed to this proceeding in a manner that was productive and resulted in

benefits to ratepayers that are especially significant in light of the low cost of Greenlining’s participation.
Greenlining’s participation also benefited the Commission, thereby making full compensation

appropriate.

B. BENEFITS TO RATEPAYERS

In determining the value of Greenlining’s participation, the Commission should consider that
Greenlining’s participation benefited those ratepayers whose voices the Commission would not have
otherwise heard. Greenlining was one of the only parties to raise issues related to backbilling,
geographical differences in low-income and minority communities as well as bringing LifeLine into the

21" century by applying LifeLine to cell phones.

C. GREENLINING’S PRODUCTIVITY

The Commission has held that “productivity” concerns the party’s efficiency and reasonableness
in terms of cost of the participation.” The cost of Greenlining’s participation in this proceeding is modest

and, for several reasons, quite reasonable. First, Greenlining was highly efficient as detailed below.

5 See D. 00-02-044 at 14
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Second, Greenlining’s in-house staff is requesting compensation for 64.8 hours of work, which was spent
over the course of this proceeding. This includes the time spent researching, developing innovative
strategies, preparing and filing briefs, and reviewing other parties’ filings and Commission rulings.’
Fourth, the hourly rates requested, as detailed below, are more than reasonable since they are below-

market rates.

D. DUPLICATION

By making intervenor compensation mandatory for any customer who makes a substantial
contribution and meets the financial hardship requirement, the Legislature effectively eliminated any
other obstacles to participation and to compensation for the costs of participation.” The Legislature
specifically provided for multifarious, overlapping, and duplicative participation by customers in all
manner of Commission proceedings.® Greenlining can and does distinguish our contributions from those
made by other parties in that Greenlining was the only party to raise issues related to bringing Lifeline

into the 21 century for low-income and minority customers.

E. REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION

Greenlining is requesting compensation in the amount of $28,120.58 for the time reasonably
devoted to this proceeding, as well as for the expenses it incurred for our participation. Given the
substantial contributions (made in a productive, efficient, and non-duplicative manner) Greenlining made
to the proceeding, full compensation is appropriate. Furthermore, even where the contributions were not
wholly adopted by the decision, these contributions were beneficial to the Commission.’

Provided below is a summary table and explanation of hours claimed, hourly rates, and direct

expenses. A more detailed breakdown of the time devoted to this proceeding by Greenlining’s attorneys,

® See supra and related attachment
7 See D. 03-03-031; §1802.5
8
Id.
? See D. 04-08-025
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staff and experts are provided in Exhibit A and B to this filing. As the data below demonstrates, our work
was performed very efficiently. All of the work was delegated to the appropriate members of

Greenlining’s team as described in more detail in below.

Attorney and Year Hours Rate Total
Advocate Fees
Robert Gnaizda 2006 2.2 $505.00 $1,111.00
Robert Gnaizda 2007 30.9 $520.00 $16,068.00
Thalia Gonzalez 2006 .5 $195.00 $97.50
Thalia Gonzalez 2007 18 $215.00 $3870.00
Subtotal: $21.146.50
Direct Expenses Total
Photocopying (1,919 @ .10 per copy) $191.90
Postage costs $96.68
Subtotal: $288.58
TOTAL: $21.435.08

F. THE HOURS CLAIMED BY GREENLINING ARE REASONABLE

The daily listings of the specific tasks performed by Greenlining’s General Counsel, Robert
Gnaizda, in connection with this proceeding are attached and labeled as Exhibit A. Mr. Gnaizda provided
his expertise and policy input on all communications with the Commission and with other parties. The
daily listings of specific tasks performed by Greenlining Senior Legal Counsel, Thalia Gonzalez, in
connection with this proceeding are attached and labeled as Exhibit B.

The work done by Greenlining’s attorneys and staff, as a team and as individuals, demonstrates

that the hours claimed are reasonable, particularly given the scope of this proceeding.
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G. GREENLINING’S REASONABLE AND BELOW-MARKET HOURLY RATES

The reasonableness of the proposed hourly rates for Greenlining’s attorney, staff and experts are
supported by various factors including market rates, their experience, their areas of expertise, and their
previous work before this Commission. Greenlining submits to the Commission that of equal and related
importance to the nature and reasonableness of Greenlining’s proposed hours is that the hourly rates for
experienced attorneys, experts and advocates, as allowed by this Commission, grossly understate fair
market value.'’ For example, if this Commission paid intervenor compensation at a fair market value Ms.
Gonzalez would receive an hourly rate of $300 or more and Mr. Gnaizda would receive an hourly rate of
$755 or more, as Southern California Edison’s attorneys were being paid."" Given these fair market rates
Greenlining’s compensation should be approximately $30,829.08 and not a mere $21,435.08.

While, Greenlining does not seek any additional compensation based on the underestimation of
the fair market rate of attorneys and experts, it does wish to call this issue to the attention of the
Commission. Greenlining submits the issue of fair market value and compensation is particularly
important to this proceeding. Therefore, Greenlining’s request for compensation, should any of the
parties or the Commission believe that some or all of Greenlining’s hours should be disallowed, should be

reviewed within this context.

i. ROBERT GNAIZDA’S HOURLY RATES

Robert Gnaizda is Greenlining’s General Counsel and Policy Director, and has been for 13 years.

Mr. Gnaizda graduated from Yale Law School in 1960 and was admitted to the New York State Bar that

' See D.07-01-009; Since the beginning of 2007, compensation for attorneys in California has risen by
approximately $35,000. Based on these salaries the hourly rate for a first year associate is $245 per hour. See The
Recorder articles May 7, 2007, May 8, 2007 and May 11, 2007.

' See Southern California Edison’s Response to Question No. 2 of Greenlining’s Fifth Set of Data Requests dated
November 3, 2006, in which Edison confirmed that attorneys from O’Melveny and Myers were billing at up $755 an
hour.
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same year. Mr. Gnaizda’s litigation experience commenced in 1961, and he has been representing
underserved communities before the Commission since 1971.

Based on Mr. Gnaizda’s significant litigation and Commission experience, the Commission set
Mr. Gnaizda’s 2006 hourly rate at a maximum of $505 in D. 07-01-009. Given his extensive experience,
Greenlining submits these hourly rates are significantly low. Attorneys with 35 or more years of
experience are regularly awarded hourly rates ranging from $500 to $550 for work in 2001 and 2002."
Attorneys with even less experience before the CPUC were billing utility companies up to $755 an hour."
Based on his experience and contributions, Greenlining’s request for the maximum allowed 2006 rate of
$505 and maximum allowed 2007 rate of $520 for Mr. Gnaizda’s participation in this proceeding is quite

reasonable.
ii. THALIA GONZALEZ’S HOURLY RATE

Ms. Thalia Gonzalez is Senior Legal Counsel of the Greenlining Institute. Prior to joining
Greenlining, Ms. Gonzalez was an associate at Reed Smith LLP and worked for the American Civil
Liberties Union. Ms. Gonzalez holds a BA in Anthropology from Arizona State University, graduating
summa cum laude and a JD from Northwestern University School of Law.

Based on her experience and contributions to this proceeding, a 2006 rate of $195 and 2007 rate

of $215 for Ms. Gonzalez are quite reasonable and consistent with the rates awarded by the Commission.

2 Attorneys are also awarded substantially higher rates, including one attorney who was awarded a 2001 hourly rate
0f $1,000 plus a 50% multiplier. See Pearl Declaration at §8, citing Baskins v. Culligan, Los Angeles Superior
Court No. BC 177201, Order filed August 29, 2001. See also Pearl Declaration included as Attachment 6 to
Greenlining’s request for compensation in I. 02-04-026 at 8.

13 See Southern California Edison’s Response to Question No. 2 of Greenlining’s Fifth Set of Data Requests dated
November 3, 2006.

10
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VI. CONCLUSION: GREENLINING IS ENTITLED TO INTERVENOR COMPENSATION
TOTALING $28,120.58 FOR OUR SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO D. 07-05-030

Greenlining has met all the requirements of CPUC Code § 1801 et seq. Greenlining also has
satisfied the requirements of achieving customer status, demonstrating financial hardship, and providing
all required information in this document. Greenlining also made a substantial contribution to this
proceeding in a productive and efficient manner and avoided duplication where possible. Even though
the Commission did not wholly adopt all of Greenlining’s recommendations, its contributions were
beneficial to the Commission. Additionally, Greenlining has provided herein a detailed itemization of the
costs of participation and has demonstrated the reasonableness of the requested hourly rates. Therefore,

Greenlining is entitled to full intervenor compensation in the amount of $21,435.08

Dated: July 6, 2007

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Robert Gnaizda
Robert Gnaizda
The Greenlining Institute

/s/ Thalia N.C. Gonzalez
Thalia N.C. Gonzalez
The Greenlining Institute
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking Into Implementation of Federal
Communications Commission Report and Order 04-87, AS IT Rulemaking 04-12-001
Affects the Universal Lifeline Telephone Service Program

VERIFICATION

I am General Counsel of the Greenlining Institute and am authorized to make this verification on its

behalf. The statements in the foregoing document entitled:

REQUEST OF THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE FOR AN AWARD OF COMPENSATION
FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO D. 07-05-030

and dated July 7, 2007 are true of my own knowledge, except as to the matters which are therein stated on

information and belief and as to those matters I believe them to be true.

I declare under penalty of perjury under California law that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on July 6, 2007 at Berkeley, California.

By: /s/ Robert Gnaizda
Robert Gnaizda

General Counsel

The Greenlining Institute
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking Into Implementation of Federal
Communications Commission Report and Order 04-87, AS IT Rulemaking 04-12-001
Affects the Universal Lifeline Telephone Service Program

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Thalia N.C. Gonzalez, am 18 years of age or older and a non-party to the within proceeding. 1
am a resident and citizen of the State of California with the business address at the Greenlining Institute
of 1918 University Avenue, Second Floor, Berkeley, CA 94704 and telephone number of 510-926-4002.

On July 7, 2007, I caused the following document:

REQUEST OF THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE FOR AN AWARD OF COMPENSATION
FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO D. 07-05-030

To be served upon all interested parties of record in R 04-12-001 named in the official service list
via e-mail to those whose e-mail address is listed in the official service list and via mail to those whose e-

mail address is not available.

I certify that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed in Berkeley, California on July 6, 2007.

/s/ Thalia N.C. Gonzalez

Thalia N.C. Gonzalez
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Service List for R-04-12-001

Appearance

JEFEF SCHNUR

SOLIX INC.

PLLC

PO BOX 902

100 s. JEFFERSON ROAD
WHIPPANY, NJ 07981

OLIVIA B. WEIN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

NATIONAL CONSUMER LAW CENTER

1001 CONNECTICUT AVE., NW., STE. 510
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

SHARON THOMAS

TECHNOLOGIES MANAGEMENT, INC.
210 N. PARK AVE.

WINTER PARK, FL 32789

KEVIN SAVILLE

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL
CITIZENS/FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
2378 WILSHIRE BLVD.

MOUND, MN 55364

KARL ANDREW

REGULATORY AFFAIRS

SAGE TELECOM, INC.

805 CENTRAL EXPRESSWAY SO, STE 100
ALLEN, TX 75013-2789

ALAN MASON

VERIZON SERVICES ORGANIZATION, INC.
HQOEO1E®61

600 HIDDEN RIDGE

IRVING, TX 75038

KRISTIE FLIPPO
TIME WARNER CONNECT

ROSS A. BUNTROCK
WOMBLE CARLYLE SANDRIDGE & RICE

1401 EYE STREET, N.W. SEVENTH FLOOR
WASHINGTON, DC 20005

SEAN WILSON
TALK.COM

12020 SUNRISE VALLEY, STE.250
RESTON, VA 20191

ERIN DAWLEY

HORNITOS TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 5158

MADISON, WI 53705-0158

PETER GLASS

SEREN INNOVATIONS, INC.

15 SOUTH 5TH STREET, STE 500
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55402

ALAN MASON

VERIZON SERVICES ORGANIZATION, INC.
HQEO1E61

600 HIDDEN RIDGE

IRVING, TX 75038

KAREN BAILEY

VERIZON WEST COAST

VERIZON CALIFORNIA, INC.
HQEQ01G69

600 HIDDEN RIDGE DR., EO1E55
IRVING, TX 75038-2092

MARY PHARO
VAR TEC TELECOM, INC.
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2805 DALLAS PKWY STE 140
PLANO, TX 75093-8720

DAVID MORIARTY
MEDIA ONE/AT&T BROADBAND
550 CONTINENTAL BLVD.

EL SEGUNDO, CA 90245
DON EACHUS

VERIZON CALIFORNIA, INC.
CA501LB

112 s. LAKE LINDERO CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

JESUS G. ROMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

VERIZON CALIFORNIA, INC.

112 S. LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD, CA501LB
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

W. LEE BIDDLE
ATTORNEY AT LAW

FERRIS & BRITTON, P.C.

401 WEST A STREET, SUITE 1600
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

JOY C. YAMAGATA

REGULATORY CASE MANAGER

SEMPRA UTILITIES

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT CP 32 D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

THALIA R. GIETZEN

VYCERA COMMUNICATION, INC.
12750 HIGH BLUFF DR., STE.Z200
SAN DIEGO, CA 92130-2565

ERIC WOLFE
REGULATORY
DUCOR TELEPHONE COMPANY

1600 VICEROY DRIVE
DALLAS, TX 75235

JEFEF COMPTON

VICE RESIDENT CARRIER RELATIONS
TELSCAPE COMMUNICATIONS INC.
606 EAST HUNTINGTON DRIVE
MONROVIA, CA 91016

JACQUE LOPEZ

LEGAL ASSISTANT

VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC
CA501LB

112 LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

LORRAINE A. KOCEN

VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC.

112 S. LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

MICHAEL SHAMES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

UTILITY CONSUMERS' ACTION NETWORK
3100 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE B

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

DALE DIXON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

VYCERA COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

12750 HIGH BLUFF DRIVE, SUITE 200
SAN DIEGO, CA 92129

BRIAN PLACKIS CHENG
BLUE CASA COMMUNICATIONS
911 OLIVE STREET

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101

DAVE CLARK
KERMAN TELEPHONE COMPANY
811 S MADERA AVE.
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PO BOX 42230 KERMAN, CA 93630
BAKERSFIELD, CA 93384-2230

LINDA BURTON DAN DOUGLAS
PO BOX 219 THE PONDEROSA TELEPHONE CO.
OAKHURST, CA 93644 PO BOX 21

O'NEALS, CA 93645

CHRISTINE MATLLOUX MARGARITA GUTIERREZ

ATTORNEY AT LAW DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE,
RM. 375

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

REGINA COSTA SINDY J. YUN

RESEARCH DIRECTOR CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK LEGAL DIVISION

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 ROOM 4300

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ANNA KAPETANAKOS GRETA BANKS

ATTORNEY AT LAW AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF CALIFORNIA
AT&T CALIFORNIA 525 MARKET STREET, 18TH FLOOR, 4
525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 2024 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

LOUIE DE CARLO NELSONYA CAUSBY

COMPLIANCE MANAGER ATTORNEY AT LAW

MCI METRO ACCESS TRANSMISSION SERVICES AT&T CALIFORNIA

201 SPEAR STREET, 9TH FLOOR 525 MARKET ST., STE 2025

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
GLENN STOVER DARCY BEAL

ATTORNEY AT LAW ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR

STOVER LAW AT&T CALIFORNIA

221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 800 525 MARKET STREET, 19TH FLOOR, 21
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1906 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2727
PETER M. HAYES ENRIQUE GALLARDO

DIRECTOR LATINO ISSUES FORUM

AT&T CALIFORNIA 160 PINE STREET, SUITE 700
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ROOM 1919
94105-2727

525 MARKET STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

JOHN L. CLARK

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREYLLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MARK P. SCHREIBER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP

201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOHN A. GUTIERREZ
DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

COMCAST CABLE COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
WESTERN DIVISION
12647 ALCOSTA BOULEVARD, SUITE 200

SAN RAMON, CA 94544

C. HONG WONG

APEX TELECOM, INC.
113 10TH STREET
OAKLAND, CA 94607

DOUGLAS GARRETT
VICE PRESIDENT, WESTERN REGION REGULATOR
COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM, LLC, DBA COX COMM

2200 POWELL STREET, SUITE 1035
FLOOR
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608-2618

THALIA N.C. GONZALEZ

LEGAL COUNSEL

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVE., 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

LORRIE BERNSTEIN
PINNACLES TELEPHONE COMPANY
340 LIVE OAK ROAD

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MARGARET L. TOBIAS
MANDELL LAW GROUP, PC
THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

PATRICK M. ROSVALL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP
201 CALIFORNIA STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSEPHINE WONG
APEX TELECOM INC.
PO BOX 1917

OAKLAND, CA 94604

LATANYA LINZIE

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM, L.L.C.
2200 POWELL STREET, SUITE 1035
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

ROBERT GNAIZDA

POLICY DIRECTOR/GENERAL COUNSEL
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SECOND

BERKELEY, CA 94704

MELISSA W. KASNITZ

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

EDWARD J SCHNEIDER, JR
FORESTHILL TELEPHONE CO., INC.
4655 QUAIL LAKES DR.
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PAICINES, CA 95043-9998

LYNNE MARTIN

PAC-WEST TELECOMM, INC.
1776 MARCH LANE, SUITE 250
STOCKTON, CA 95207

YVONNE SMYTHE

CALAVERAS TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 37

COPPEROPOLIS, CA 95228

ROSE CULLEN

THE VOLCANO TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 1070

PINE GROVE, CA 95665-1070

JOLEEN HOGAN

CAL-ORE TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 847

DORRIS, CA 96023

GAIL LONG
TELEPHONE COMPANY

HAPPY VALLEY/HORNITOS/WINTERHAVEN

PO BOX 1566
OREGON, OR 97045

Information Only

ADRIENNE M. MERCER
REGULATORY COMPLIANCE ANALYST
SAGE TELECOM, INC.

805 CENTRAL EXPRESSWAY S, STE 100

ALLENT, TX 75013

ANDREW L. RASURA

STOCKTON, CA 95207

LORRIE BERNSTEIN

MOSS ADAMS LLP

3121 WEST MARCH LANE, STE. 100
STOCKTON, CA 95219-2303

LINDA COOPER

GLOBAL VALLEY NETWORKS, INC.
515 KEYSTONE BLVD.
PATTERSON, CA 95363-8861

LINDA LUPTON
REGULATORY MANAGER
SUREWEST TELEPHONE
PO BOX 969
ROSEVILLE, CA 95678

JAMES LOWERS

THE SISKIYOU TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 157

ETNA, CA 96027

GREGORY T. DIAMOND
7901 LOWRY BLVD.
DENVER, CO 80230

BETTINA CARDONA
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GOVERNMENT AND REGULATORY MANAGER
TCAST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

24251 TOWN CENTER DR., 2ND FLOOR
VALENCIA, CA 91355

ESTHER NORTHRUP
COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM
5159 FEDERAL BLVD.
SAN DIEGO, CA 92105

JULIE WEIGAND

RICHARD HEATH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
590 W. LOCUST AVENUE, SUITE 103
FRESNO, CA 93650

SUZANNE TOLLER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

STEPHANIE CHEN

LEGAL ASSOCIATE

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY STREET, 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

CHARLES E. BORN

MANAGER-STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
FRONTIER, A CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS
PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE, CA 95759

State Service

ANGELA YOUNG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
FISCAL & ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
BRAN

AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

PRESIDENT

FONES4ALL CORPORATION

6320 CANOGA AVE, SUITE 650
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367

GLENNDA KOUNTZ
REGULATORY ASSISTANT
KERMAN TELEPHONE CO.
811 S. MADERA AVENUE
KERMAN, CA 93630

MARGARET L. TOBIAS
ATTORNEY AT LAW

TOBIAS LAW OFFICE

460 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

LAW DEPARTMENT FILE ROOM
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120-7442

KEVIN KNESTRICK

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

JOE CHICOINE

MANAGER, STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS

PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE, CA 95759

CHERRIE CONNER
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION

AREA 3-D
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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DONNA L. WAGONER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE BRAN
AREA 3-C

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JESSICA T. HECHT

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5113

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KAREN JONES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
BRAN

ROOM 2106

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NATALTIE BILLINGSLEY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA
BRANCH

ROOM 4108

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ROBERT HAGA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

BRAN

ROOM 5304

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

TYRONE CHIN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PUBLIC & DECISION ANALYSIS BRANCH
AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

HAZLYN FORTUNE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JOSIE WEBB

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KATHERINE S. MOREHOUSE
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION

AREA 3-D
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RISA HERNANDEZ
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING

ROOM 4209
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SEAN WILSON
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE

AREA 3-C
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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Robert Gnaizda Hours

The Greenlining Institute

1918 University Avenue, 2" Floor
Berkeley, CA 94704

Proceeding: R-04-12-001

EXHIBIT A

Date Explanation Time

2-Nov-06 | Review ALJ ruling. 1

26-Nov-06 | Met with Greenling staff. 1.2

28-Jan-07 Researched and developed plan re: lifeline cell 15

phone.

29-Jan-07 D}scgssmn with staff for ideas re: cell phone based 14
Lifeline program.

30-Jan-07 Meetlng Comm1s51oner Chong; meeting with 73
Greenlining staff.

1-Feb-07 | Contacted Greenlining coalition; research 0.7

12-Feb-07 | Meeting with AT&T and Greenlining Coalition 1.4

13-Feb-07 | Drafted letter to CPUC 2.2

15-Feb-07 | Final draft of CPUC letter; meeting with AT&T 1.4
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28-Feb-07 | Review of comments 0.8
28-Mar-07 | Review of ruling 0.8

3-Apr-07 | Review of Proposed Decision 2.8
16-Apr-07 | Drafted Comments 1.3
17-Apr-07 ]gz)i;l;izﬁrsl with Gonzalez; Reviewed draft of 17
17-Apr-07 | Research; conference call with Commission staff. 0.4
24-Apr-07 | Review of filing of TURN and AT&T comments. 2.7
26ape7 | Mt Gl v df ol

1-May-07 | Meeting with Phillips 0.2
9-May-07 | Review of Gruenich decision 2.4
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22-May-07

Research on low-cost cell phones and possible
changes.

0.7

Total Hours:

33.1
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Thalia Gonzalez Hours

The Greenlining Institute

1918 University Avenue, 2" Floor
Berkeley, CA 94704

Proceeding: R-04-12-001

EXHIBIT B

Date Explanation Time
11/01/06 Rev1ewed Comm1551qner s ruling for 5
reopening of proceeding
4/17/07 Drafted Greenlining comments 3.75
4/17/07 Met with Gnaizda re: Greenlining 5
comments
4/23/07 Filed Greenlining comments 25
4/24/07 Rev1e\ye§ parties comments; Drafted 3.0
Greenlining reply comments
Drafted Greenlining reply comments; Met
with Gnaizda re: Greenlining reply
4/26/07 comments and Filed Greenlining reply 175
comments
Reviewed other parties comments; Met
ST with Gnaizda; Drafted Motion to Strike 225
5/2/07 Filed Motion to Strike comments of 25

SureWest and Small LECs
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TOTAL HOURS

18.5
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